Introduction {#Sec1}
============

The use of, abuse of, and dependence on opiates is a major public health concern.[@CR1],[@CR2] Although only about 0.1% of the U.S. population reported past-year heroin use in 1998,[@CR3] heroin and other opiate use accounted for about 30% of total spending for illicit drug use treatment and almost 18% of spending on drug-related crime.[@CR4] Psychological and physical health problems were also common among heroin and other opiate users in the mid- to late-1990s.[@CR5] As recently as 2003, heroin accounted for 23% of the mentions of substances used among emergency room patients and 41% of drug-related deaths recorded by medical examiners or coroners.[@CR6] The social costs of opiate abuse are not limited to illegal drugs. A recent study suggests that in 2001, the social cost of prescription opioid abuse in the United States was \$8.6 billion.[@CR7]

Despite the overwhelming societal costs associated with opiate use disorders, few studies have investigated the substance abuse (SA) or mental health (MH) treatment service patterns of individuals suffering from opiate abuse or dependence; rather, most studies focus almost exclusively on those in methadone maintenance treatment.[@CR8]--[@CR10] These studies suggest that the co-occurrence of MH problems and other illicit drug dependence is quite high among individuals with an opiate use disorder.[@CR11]--[@CR13] Yet, despite the increased incidence of MH conditions, individuals with a substance use disorder may not receive adequate levels of MH care beyond that directly related to their substance use disorder.[@CR10],[@CR11],[@CR14],[@CR15] Given these findings and the major public health concerns caused by opiate abuse and dependence, the lack of information about the broader MH/SA treatment service patterns of individuals with an opiate use disorder is a critical gap in the knowledge base informing policies affecting this population.

This study used data from the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration's (SAMHSA) Integrated Database (IDB) on individuals in Washington State with an indication of an opiate use disorder to determine what MH/SA services they received and through which auspice (i.e., Medicaid or state agency) they received them. Findings from this study offer two contributions to the current literature. First, the IDB presents a unique opportunity to study the behavioral health care utilization of individuals with opiate use disorders because it contains service use data linked at the client level from Washington Medicaid and from the Washington State Department of Social and Health Services' (DSHS) Mental Health Division (MHD) and Division of Alcohol and Substance Abuse (DASA). The combination of Medicaid and DSHS data represented in the IDB provides a more comprehensive picture of service use patterns than might be obtained from studies that focus on only one data source. Second, the late 1990s is often characterized as a time of a heroin epidemic in the United States.[@CR16] Therefore, examining the MH/SA treatment service use patterns of individuals with opiate use disorders during this period can provide an especially relevant baseline for today's policy makers as they attempt to address issues surrounding the emergence of new opiates.

Data and Methods {#Sec2}
================

This paper uses IDB data on Washington State from three full calendar years (1996--1998). For a more detailed description of the IDB, see Coffey et al.,[@CR17] and for a detailed description of the methods used to link IDB service records across state organizations, see Whalen et al.[@CR18] In addition to service use information, the IDB contains information on patient demographics (e.g., age, gender, race/ethnicity), Medicaid enrollment status, MH/SA diagnosis and service codes, and limited provider information.

Study population {#Sec3}
----------------

The study population for this analysis consists of individuals who have at least one record in the IDB indicating an opiate use disorder. An opiate use disorder could be indicated by one or more of the following: a diagnosis (either primary or secondary) of an opiate use disorder, a provider type indicative of opiate treatment, a service or procedure code indicative of opiate treatment (including methadone maintenance therapy but excluding methadone used for pain management), or a report of an opioid as the drug of choice. Opiate use disorder diagnoses were defined using the *International Classification of Diseases*, *9th Revision*, *Clinical Modification* (ICD-9-CM). ICD-9-CM codes of 304.0 or 305.5, including any subclassifications, were used to identify opiate dependence and abuse, respectively. State-specific provider codes were used to identify opiate treatment providers. Both standard \[e.g., Healthcare Common Procedure Coding System (HCPCS)\] and local procedure codes were used to identify opiate treatment services. Finally, drug-of-choice information was available from self-reports obtained by state agencies during client intake. In some cases, the drug-of-choice information was obtained more than 1 year before or after any SA or MH service provision, but these cases represent less than 3% of the sample.

Preliminary analyses revealed that very few agency service records include diagnosis codes, but most Medicaid records do. Further investigation revealed that this is not an issue of Medicaid requiring a diagnosis for eligibility, but rather an issue of the data systems themselves. Agency services do not require a diagnosis code for reimbursement, so agency data systems do not track diagnosis. Conversely, Medicaid services often require a diagnosis for reimbursement, so Medicaid data systems track diagnosis. Because the presence or absence of a diagnosis is almost completely confounded by the use or nonuse of Medicaid services, information on service use differences associated with an opiate use disorder diagnosis is not presented.

Client classification {#Sec4}
---------------------

One of the primary objectives of this study was to examine the extent to which the MH/SA service use patterns of individuals with an opiate use disorder varied based on whether their MH/SA services were tracked by Medicaid or a state MH/SA agency. Importantly, service tracking may, or may not, be associated with full or partial financial coverage. Accordingly, for this study, individuals were classified based on the data source (Medicaid or state MH/SA agency) from which their IDB MH/SA service records were obtained. Based on this information, individuals were classified into three categories: Any Medicaid service: individuals who have at least one Medicaid MH/SA service record, regardless of whether they have MH/SA state agency service recordsAgency services only with Medicaid enrollment: individuals who have at least one MH/SA state agency service record and were Medicaid-enrolled at some point between their first and last observed MH/SA service record but have no record of receiving an MH/SA service through MedicaidAgency services only without Medicaid enrollment: individuals who have at least one MH/SA state agency service record and were not Medicaid-enrolled at any time between their first and last observed MH/SA service record

Because the IDB integrates information from state Medicaid and state MH/SA agency data sources, overlapping records may occur if Medicaid reimburses a bill, but the state agency provides the service. To avoid overstating utilization rates, only one service date was counted for cases in which the same client, service type (MH or SA), modality/setting of service \[i.e., inpatient (IP), residential/long-term care, or outpatient (OP)\], and service date were reported on both the Medicaid and state agency databases. Individuals with these types of records were classified as *any Medicaid service*. Importantly, although individuals in the *any Medicaid service* group may have received any number, or even the majority, of their services through the state agency, preliminary analyses indicated that individuals who received both Medicaid and agency services were more similar to those who received only Medicaid services than they were to those who received only agency services. For this reason, individuals receiving any Medicaid service were combined into a single category.

In addition to the client categorization described above, the standard IDB client classification was also used. The IDB client classification was used to identify individuals who received services for only MH conditions (MH-only), only SA conditions (SA-only), or co-occurring conditions (both MH and SA) during the study period. The IDB classifies individuals as having co-occurring conditions if they had any of the following within the 3-year study period: (1) both a primary MH and a SA diagnosis, (2) a primary MH and a secondary SA diagnosis, or (3) a primary SA and a secondary MH diagnosis. Individuals classified as having co-occurring conditions did not necessarily have MH and SA conditions concurrently. A client with an MH record at the beginning of the study period and an SA record at the end of the study period, for example, is classified by the IDB as having co-occurring conditions. In the absence of diagnosis information, MH-only and SA-only classifications were assigned based on the type of service received during the study period (see Coffey et al.[@CR17] and Bray et al.[@CR19] for a detailed definition of the primary MH/SA diagnosis category).

The IDB client classification does not incorporate information on secondary diagnoses unless a primary MH/SA diagnosis is also present, nor does it incorporate drug-of-choice information from state agency intake records. Because both of these pieces of information were used to identify individuals with an opiate use disorder for this study, it is possible for individuals with an opiate use disorder to be classified as MH-only or having received no MH/SA service based on the IDB client classification.

Service classification {#Sec5}
----------------------

Standard IDB service type classifications were used to classify the MH/SA services received by individuals with an opiate use disorder. The IDB MH/SA service type classifies MH/SA service records as either MH or SA and within MH/SA as IP, residential, or OP. Many inpatient programs are part of psychiatric or general hospitals and generally use a medical model of substance disorders in which intensive medication and counseling are provided over a relatively short period of time.[@CR20] Residential programs typically are provided in a free-standing, designated residential treatment facility. Residential treatment is usually of longer duration than IP treatment and relies less on medical professionals. Residential treatment provides organized services by designated treatment personnel who provide a planned regimen of care in a 24-h setting and is intended to serve clients who need a safe and stable living environment to develop sufficient recovery skills.[@CR21] For a complete description of the criteria used to classify services, see Coffey et al.[@CR17] The vast majority of individuals with a possible opiate use disorder have at least 1 SA service record, but relatively few have MH service records; therefore, the IP, residential, and OP subclassifications were examined for SA service records but not for MH service records.

Service encounters {#Sec6}
------------------

An individual's total number of service encounter dates was defined as the count of unique dates within the MH/SA service window on which the individual had a record with at least one service of a given service category (MH, IP SA, residential SA, or OP SA). Within a single IP or residential stay, each daily service encounter date was counted separately. Using standard IDB definitions for the full SA population, this same information is presented for the broader SA population, excluding individuals with an indication of an opiate use disorder.

Methods {#Sec7}
=======

To characterize the level of contact individuals with an opiate use disorder have with the public treatment system, the analysis examined four key domains: (1) the proportion of clients using services, (2) the median length of the service window (i.e., the length of time between an individual's first and last MH/SA service), (3) the number of days of Medicaid enrollment within the service window, and (4) the number of unique MH/SA encounter dates within the service window.

Regression analyses were conducted to assess whether the service use patterns of individuals with an opiate use disorder differed significantly across the client classification categories after controlling for differences in the length of the MH/SA service window, the length of Medicaid enrollment, and demographics across the client categories. First, logistic regression models of the following form were estimated: $$\documentclass[12pt]{minimal}
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where SERV~*i*~ is a series of indicators for receipt of services of a given type. For the regression analyses, any MH services and OP and residential SA services were considered. Regression analyses for IP SA services were not conducted because those services were received solely by the *any Medicaid service* group. DEMOG~*i*~ is a set of demographic characteristics (i.e., gender, age, and race/ethnicity); GROUP~*i*~ is a vector of variables representing the data source categories of *any Medicaid service* (the referent), *agency services only with Medicaid enrollment*, and *agency services only without Medicaid enrollment*; WINDOW~*i*~ is the MH/SA service window length in days; and ENROLL~*i*~ is the months of Medicaid enrollment (including 0 months). The *β*s are vectors of coefficients to be estimated. Variables reflecting the primary diagnosis categories are not included because much of the information used to classify individuals as MH-only, SA-only, or co-occurring was also used to classify services as MH or SA.

Next, regressions of the following form were run on days of service, conditional on service use: $$\documentclass[12pt]{minimal}
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where DAYS~*i*~ is a set of variables reflecting the unique days of care for each of the same types of care, and all other terms are as previously defined. Consistent with the recommendations of Manning and Mullahy,[@CR22] generalized linear model (GLM) estimation with a log link and a gamma distribution on the natural scale was used rather than ordinary least squares (OLS) on the log scale.

Results {#Sec8}
=======

Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"} presents the demographic characteristics of the individuals identified as having an opiate use disorder in the IDB. For a point of comparison, Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"} also presents the same information for the general IDB SA population, as defined in Coffey et al.,[@CR17] but excluding individuals with an opiate use disorder. Individuals with an opiate use disorder accounted for approximately 16% of the population with any SA disorder. In terms of demographics, when compared with individuals with a non-opiate SA disorder, individuals with an opiate use disorder are less likely to be male and more likely to be adults (as opposed to youth or elderly), but only minor differences in the distribution of clients across racial/ethnic categories are observed. Individuals with an opiate use disorder are less likely to be in the SA-only IDB client classification category. This is largely by construction because as discussed earlier, the current paper uses more inclusive data to identify individuals with a possible opiate use disorder than is used by the IDB client classification. Individuals with an opiate use disorder were more likely to have IP and residential SA services than the general SA population, but less likely to have any OP SA service. Individuals with an opiate use disorder were also more likely to have received any MH service compared to the general SA population. They also had longer MH/SA service windows, indicating longer periods of contact with the public MH/SA treatment system, and were more likely to be in the *any Medicaid service* and the *agency services only with Medicaid enrollment* groups. Table 1Characteristics of individuals with a possible opiate use disorder compared with the non-opiate SA populationPopulation characteristicNon-opiate SA populationOpiate usersAll users (*N*)83,79315,652Percentage of total SA population (%)84.315.7Gender (%) Male63.256.8 Female36.843.2 Unknown0.00.0Age (%) Youth (0--17)19.93.1 Adult (18--64)78.896.5 Elderly (65+)1.30.4 Unknown0.00.0Race/ethnicity (%) White70.077.6 Black9.010.6 Hispanic8.54.3 Native American7.84.5 Other3.62.6 Unknown1.00.3IDB client category (%) SA-only68.859.9 Co-occurring (MH+SA)31.234.7 MH-only0.01.9 Neither MH nor SA0.03.4MH/SA service type (%) SA services (%)  Any setting94.994.6  Inpatient3.06.2  Residential31.957.7  Outpatient80.971.4  No SA services5.15.4  Any MH service31.236.5 MH/SA service window length  25th percentile (days)38.078.0  Median (days)168.0348.0  75th percentile (days)446.0770.0 MH/SA service data source (%)  Any Medicaid46.051.0  Agency services only with Medicaid enrollment17.322.7  Agency services only without Medicaid enrollment36.826.3*SA* Substance abuse, *MH* mental health

Figure [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"} presents the median MH/SA service window and length of Medicaid enrollment across individuals with a possible opiate use disorder in each of the data source categories. The *any Medicaid service* group has the longest median MH/SA service window and the most median days of Medicaid enrollment within that window, followed by the *agency services only with Medicaid enrollment* group and then the *agency services only without Medicaid enrollment* group. Because the analysis only examines Medicaid enrollment within the MH/SA service window, the length of Medicaid enrollment is always less than the total service window length. The total Medicaid enrollment of an individual may be greater than that reported here, but by definition of the service window, no MH/SA service use occurred during days of Medicaid enrollment not captured by this measure. Importantly, the *any Medicaid service* group may have received substantial services from MH or SA state agencies, because individuals in this group are categorized as *any Medicaid service* only because they received *at least one* Medicaid service. Figure 1Median MH/SA service window length and days of medicaid enrollment among individuals with a possible opiate use disorder by data source category

Figures [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"} and [3](#Fig3){ref-type="fig"} present the probability of service use and the median days of service conditional on service utilization for each of the data source categories. IP SA care was not included in Figures [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"} and [3](#Fig3){ref-type="fig"} because only individuals in the *any Medicaid service* group had IP SA utilization (the conditional median days of IP SA care for that group were 6). Figure [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"} suggests that the two *agency services only* groups are more likely to receive residential SA services and are less likely to receive OP SA services or MH services. Conditional on receipt of services, Figure [3](#Fig3){ref-type="fig"} suggests that the *agency services only with Medicaid enrollment* group received the most days of residential SA service, the *agency services only without Medicaid enrollment* group received the most days of OP SA care, and the *any Medicaid services* group received the most days of MH care. Figure 2Percentage of individuals with a possible opiate use disorder using MH/SA services by service type and data source categoryFigure 3Median days of care conditional on service use among individuals with a possible opiate use disorder by service type and data source category

Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"} presents results from the logistic regressions, including logit coefficients, their standard errors, and associated odds ratios (ORs) for the data source grouping variables. For all other covariates, only the estimated logit coefficients and their standard errors are presented. Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"} shows that even after controlling for the longer service window and more months of Medicaid enrollment, the pattern observed in Figure [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"} still holds. Compared with individuals in the *any Medicaid service* group, individuals in the *agency services only with Medicaid enrollment* and the *agency services only without Medicaid enrollment* groups had significantly higher odds of receiving at least residential SA service (OR = 2.941 and OR = 1.376, respectively) and lower odds of receiving any OP SA (OR = 0.311 and OR = 0.162, respectively) or any MH service (OR = 0.217 and OR = 0.110, respectively). Briefly examining the results for the control variables in the regression, females are significantly less likely to receive residential SA services. The racial/ethnic categories that are statistically significant suggest that racial/ethnic minorities are less likely than non-Hispanic whites to receive services of any type. Age categories reflecting individuals both younger and older than the referent of 36 to 40 were also, in general, less likely to receive services of any type when the associated coefficients were statistically significant. The exception is that individuals aged 21 to 35 with an opiate use disorder were more likely to receive residential SA services. Results with regard to demographic characteristics, especially race/ethnicity, should not be interpreted as evidence of disparities, however. Rather, they indicate the differential representation of demographic groups across the data and highlight the importance of controlling for those factors when assessing statistical significance. Unexpectedly, months of Medicaid enrollment are positively associated with a greater likelihood of service use only for MH services. For both types of SA care examined, longer Medicaid enrollment was negatively associated with the probability of service use, although the relationship was not significant for residential care. Table 2Logistic regression results for the probability of service useParametersProbability of residential SA service useProbability of OP SA service useProbability of any MH service useAgency services only with Medicaid enrollment1.079\*\*\*−1.167\*\*\*−1.526\*\*\*Standard error0.0500.0610.052Odds ratio2.9410.3110.217Agency services only without Medicaid enrollment0.319\*\*\*−1.819\*\*\*−2.210\*\*\*Standard error0.0520.0690.072Odds ratio1.3760.1620.110Control variablesIntercept0.446\*\*\*1.091−0.274\*\*\*Standard error0.0590.0780.065Female−0.519\*\*\*0.344−0.064Standard error0.0360.0460.042Race/ethnicity (referent is non-Hispanic White)Black−0.269\*\*\*0.371−0.493\*\*\*Standard error0.0570.0750.069Hispanic−0.0810.036−0.402\*\*\*Standard error0.0860.0970.116Native American0.342\*\*\*−0.067−0.221\*\*Standard error0.0870.1010.101Other−0.357\*\*\*0.229−0.169Standard error0.1100.1450.128Unknown−1.656\*\*\*−1.122\*\*0.863\*Standard error0.5070.4410.459Age (referent is 36 to 40)0 to 17−0.384\*\*\*0.765−0.058Standard error0.1030.1460.12418 to 20−0.032−0.037−0.126Standard error0.1120.1320.13421 to 250.361\*\*\*−0.0980.097Standard error0.0750.0860.08526 to 300.279\*\*\*−0.0600.027Standard error0.0630.0760.07231 to 350.175\*\*\*0.0340.093Standard error0.0580.0720.06641 to 45−0.205\*\*\*−0.047−0.116\*Standard error0.0550.0690.06546 to 50−0.465\*\*\*−0.010−0.268\*\*\*Standard error0.0650.0820.07851 to 55−0.537\*\*\*0.001−0.425\*\*\*Standard error0.0990.1290.12156 to 60−1.096\*\*\*0.443\*\*−0.718\*\*\*Standard error0.1590.2200.18361 to 64−0.656\*\*\*−0.713\*\*−0.729\*\*Standard error0.2410.2970.28865 plus−1.417\*\*\*−0.285−0.675\*\*Standard error0.3010.3440.322Service window length (days)0.0000.0030.001\*\*\*Standard error0.00010.00010.0001Medicaid enrollment (months)−0.005−0.017\*\*0.053\*\*\*Standard error0.0040.0070.005*IP* Inpatient, *SA* substance abuse, *OP* outpatient, *MH* mental health\**p* \< 0.10\*\**p* \< 0.05\*\*\**p* \< 0.01

Table [3](#Tab3){ref-type="table"} presents the regression results for days of care, conditional on having at least 1 day of service of that type of care. Because the natural logarithm of days of care is the dependent variable, the coefficient estimates, standard errors, and associated percentage changes for the data source categories are presented. For all other variables, only the estimated coefficients and their standard errors are presented. For residential SA care, the *agency services only with Medicaid enrollment* group is significantly associated with more days of residential SA care (28% increase), while the *agency services only without Medicaid enrollment* group is significantly associated with fewer days of care (56% decrease). Both *agency services only* groups are significantly and positively related to OP SA days of care: an estimated 18% increase for the *agency services only with Medicaid enrollment* group and an estimated 60% increase for the *agency services only without Medicaid enrollment* group. Finally, the *agency services only without Medicaid enrollment* group is associated with significantly more days of MH care than the *any Medicaid service* group (56% increase). Unlike in Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"}, no consistent pattern emerges with regard to the demographic control variables included in the linear regression. The length of the MH/SA service window is positively and significantly associated with days of care. Months of Medicaid enrollment are negatively and significantly associated with days of residential and OP SA care, but positively and significantly associated with days of MH care. Table 3Linear Regression Results for Unique Health Care Service Dates ParametersUnique dates of residential SA serviceUnique dates of OP SA serviceUnique dates of MH serviceAgency services only with Medicaid enrollment0.248\*\*\*0.169\*\*\*−0.009Standard error0.0300.0450.063Percentage change0.2820.185−0.009Agency services only without Medicaid enrollment−0.818\*\*\*0.472\*\*\*0.448\*\*\*Standard error0.0380.0770.094Percentage change−0.5590.6040.564Control variablesIntercept3.310\*\*\*2.552\*\*\*2.337\*\*\*Standard error0.0420.0650.067Female−0.0170.322\*\*\*−0.045Standard error0.0250.0390.041Race/ethnicity (referent is non-Hispanic White)Black−0.0070.121\*\*−0.010Standard error0.0400.0610.074Hispanic0.208\*\*\*0.013−0.153Standard error0.0570.1060.133Native American0.254\*\*\*−0.039−0.700\*\*\*Standard error0.0520.0840.106Other−0.057−0.0160.211\*Standard error0.0790.1230.128Unknown−1.268\*\*\*0.000−1.340\*\*\*Standard error0.4830.0000.443Age (referent is 36 to 40)0 to 170.549\*\*\*0.374\*\*\*0.224\*Standard error0.0760.1120.12318 to 200.193\*\*\*0.1350.366\*\*Standard error0.0740.1230.14321 to 25−0.0280.188\*\*\*0.062Standard error0.0450.0720.08526 to 300.0030.174\*\*\*0.071Standard error0.0390.0610.07131 to 35−0.0260.0390.040Standard error0.0370.0570.06541 to 45−0.0310.137\*\*0.115\*Standard error0.0370.0580.06446 to 500.0370.1150.309\*\*\*Standard error0.0460.0750.07851 to 550.0400.317\*\*\*−0.080Standard error0.0730.1220.12356 to 60−0.229\*0.264−0.037Standard error0.1340.2100.19661 to 64−0.618\*\*\*0.283−0.093Standard error0.1900.3570.30865 plus0.701\*\*\*−0.7000.116Standard error0.2711.3210.353Service window length (days)0.001\*\*\*0.003\*\*\*0.002\*\*\*Standard error0.0000.0000.000Medicaid enrollment (months)−0.019\*\*\*−0.024\*\*\*0.013\*\*\*Standard error0.0030.0040.003*IP* Inpatient, *SA* substance abuse, *OP* outpatient, *MH* mental health\**p* \< 0.10\*\**p* \< 0.05\*\*\**p* \< 0.01

Implications for Behavioral Health {#Sec9}
==================================

This analysis examined the service use patterns of individuals with an indication of an opiate use disorder using IDB data from Washington for the period 1996 through 1998. Among individuals with opiate use disorders, the receipt of at least one MH/SA service through Medicaid appears to be positively associated with IP SA service use in that only individuals who met this condition had any record of an IP SA service. The receipt of at least one MH/SA service through Medicaid was also positively associated with OP SA service and with MH service use among individuals with opiate use disorders. The use of only state MH/SA agency services, on the other hand, was positively associated with the use of residential SA services.

The findings suggest that the regulatory restrictions faced by state agencies and Medicaid may drive observed patterns of care for individuals with opiate use disorders. Specifically, the finding that agency-only MH/SA service use is associated with higher rates of residential service use and with no IP SA service use is likely tied to regulatory differences between Medicaid and the state agencies in Washington. For example, SA block grant funds, which are a key source of funding for both DASA and MHD, could not be used for IP hospital care during the period covered by this analysis. This restriction most likely induced state agencies to route patients for whom outpatient care is insufficient to residential care. Similarly, the Medicaid Institutions of Mental Disorders exclusion prohibits payment for psychiatric services received by adults in residential care facilities with more than 16 beds and so may induce providers to route more severe patients to IP care rather than to residential care. This explanation suggests that using administrative data to track service use patterns may be misleading because the collection of service data is driven by regulatory environments and billing systems that may not capture the actual intensity of care given.

The results are subject to several limitations. First, although the IDB represents one of the most comprehensive cross-system databases used to examine this critical issue to date, it does not capture all possible services that could be used by individuals with possible opiate use disorders in Washington. Other possible sources include self-pay, private insurance, and the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) system, among others. Another important limitation common to all administrative databases is that the actual treatment need of the population studied is unknown, so definitive statements cannot be made about the appropriateness of the services received. Furthermore, because of the limited time frame of the IDB, data are unavailable for individuals who used MH/SA services either before 1996 or after 1998. As a result, it is possible that this study has not captured the full service use history of some individuals who appear in the treatment system briefly at the beginning or end of the study period. A final limitation of this study is that information on prescription drug use is not available in the agency service records contained in the IDB and is therefore not considered in this study.

Despite these limitations, the analysis of service use patterns of individuals with possible opiate use disorders during the late 1990s offers key implications for today's policy makers as they attempt to address issues surrounding the emergence of new opiates. First and foremost, if policy makers are trying to track the service use of a small but important segment of the overall SA population, using integrated data is a necessity. When funding for treatment services is cut in an effort to contain costs, it is important to determine if those services have simply been shifted to other state programs, reflecting little net cost savings for states overall. The present study combines state MH/SA agency data with state Medicaid data, but including additional data sources (e.g., VA or criminal justice system) would provide an even more complete picture of service use patterns. Second, the utility of administrative data for analyses such as these is often limited by the influence of the regulatory environment, clinical practice patterns, and the institutional history of the data systems used. Given that state and federal policy makers increasingly rely on administrative data to assess the performance of the treatment system, the results clearly highlight the need to better track service provision. SAMHSA's IDB, therefore, represents the vanguard of a new, expansive, cross-agency philosophy regarding administrative data sources and serves as a model for new and more comprehensive data integration efforts.

Funding for this study was provided by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration. Valuable comments and suggestions on this research were provided by members of the Integrated Database Technical Expert Panel, which comprises a wide variety of researchers and treatment providers from several state and federal agencies.
